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There is a large body of international research on raising the quality of 
education, with particular emphasis on CPD to support professional and 
pedagogical growth. From an educator’s perspective, there is widespread 
agreement that effective CPD is an important component of educational 
success. Therefore, it is unsurprising that research interest in this area has 
grown, particularly in light of the digital agenda. In a TEL context, educators 
report one of the main barriers to effective use is the lack of training in this 
area. This review of literature will examine some of the key ideas that form 
successful TEL CPD delivery, more specifically with relation to transformative 
models of CPD. Likewise, the section attempts to understand the context in 
which educators are operating and make sense of the challenges that relate to 
continuing professional development (CPD). In order to fully explore this 
phenomenon, personal development (PD) frameworks are explored, with a 
specific focus on Aileen Kennedy’s (2005) 9 typologies. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The study is engraved through the lens of Trowler’s socio-cultural theory (2008) and the 
notion that social interactions are important for learning. Furthermore, this review is 
underpinned in the author’s doctoral thesis in progress titled ‘An Exploration into the 
Pedagogical Benefits of Using Social Media: Can Educators Incorporate Social Media into 
Pedagogy Successfully?’ This body of work forms a partial chapter from an overall literature 
review that examines the relationship between social media and pedagogy. It is hoped that 
this thesis will be submitted in October 2021. Please get in contact with the corresponding 
contact for a copy of thesis once completed. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Both professional development (PD) and continuous professional development (CPD) are 
interchangeable terms that claim to ‘meet the needs of teachers as learners in a changing 
society’ (Dadds, 2014). There is a large body of international research on raising the quality 
of education, with particular emphasis on CPD to support professional and pedagogical 
growth (Darling-Hammond, 2006). From an educator’s perspective, there is widespread 
agreement that effective CPD is an important component of educational success (Atencio et 
al., 2012; Darling-Hammond et al., 2009).  
Therefore, it is unsurprising that research interest in this area has grown, particularly in 
light of the digital agenda. More specifically, there are those who argue for CPD to be 
embedded in teachers’ daily practice (Desimone, 2011), and those who argue that effective 
CPD fits in with ‘whatever works well’ with that particular individual (Webster-Wright, 
2009). In other words, there are no clear links between specific CPD and its impact on pupils 
learning, although some researchers have attempted to addresses the spectrum of CPD 
models (see Kennedy 2005; Kennedy, 2014).  
The notion of learning being a continuum is interesting, especially given the fact that 
education in the U.K. has a specific start and end. Furthermore, it could be assumed that 
because teachers are continuing their career without CPD, that they stop learning new 
fundamental practitioner skills. Yet, the OECD (2005) argues that lifelong learning is ‘a 
ubiquitous feature of life’ rather than ‘a special kind of activity that happens from time to 
time in special places’. Expanding on this perspective, teachers will continue to learn no 
matter what formal CPD they take part in (Claxton & Lucas, 2009).  
There are a number of different ways CPD can be structured and organized. Despite this, 
there is little robust evidence to support what constitutes as effective CPD (Hill et al., 2013). 
Although, recently there has been a shift away from the narrow understandings of ‘in 
service’ teacher training. Tannehill et al. (2015) argue that there are a wide range of relevant 
CPD activities that can be done outside the classroom, such as attending workshops, annual 
conferences, staff development programs, reading professional journals and books, and 
pursuing advanced degrees (i.e., Masters in Education).   
Much of the research has been conducted across early years, primary, secondary and further 
education, with a significant portion on the professional development in primary and 
secondary sectors (Baran and Correia, 2014; Brooks and Gibson, 2012; Kennedy, 2005; 
Ingleby, 2016). The current body of CPD literature shows support for social constructivists’ 
approaches to teaching and learning (Armour, 2011; Chambers et al., 2012; Williams & Scott, 
2019; Kennedy, 2005; Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; O’Sullivan, 2007). For example, 
Williams & Scott (2019) claim that ‘professional learning communities’ are capable of 
transforming teaching and learning for both the student and educator. Moreover, Trowler 
(2008) argues that exploring social interactions with ‘tools’ supports understanding how 
effective CPD can facilitate teaching and learning in the 21st century.   
In a TEL context, educators report one of the main barriers to effective use is the lack of 
training in this area (Cheon et al., 2012) Selwyn (2016) amongst others argues that digital 
training has a tendency to examine the actual technology, rather than how technology can 
benefit a teacher in the classroom (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Thus, it is important that CPD 
opportunities examine how educators can utilize technology to support technology.   
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AILEEN KENNEDY’S (2005) MODELS OF CPD  
Educators have become pressured to accept new forms of pedagogy (Margolis et al., 2017), 
alongside making changes to their teaching practice. There is an active debate in the 
literature around whether it should be the organization (school), or individual (teacher) who 
takes responsibility of CPD (Weller, 2009). When thought is put into CPD, it can appear 
complex and this can result in educators not partaking in CPD. Teachers report that CPD 
can be organized in several different ways, yet, identifying the most appropriate model of 
CPD is challenging (Stevenson et al., 2016).  
While most CPD experiences are considered in the form of enhancing knowledge, some 
researchers have argued that although knowledge acquisition is important, it is the context 
in which it is required and subsequently used that actually helps the nature of that 
knowledge (Eraut, 1994). Eraut (1994, p.20) suggests three contexts in which knowledge is 
acquired: 1) the academic context, 2) the institutional context, and 3) practice itself. Yet, these 
contexts do not give consideration to informal discussions and reading, thus, Kennedy 
(2005) proposes nine categories in which CPD can be grouped. These categories identify the 
potential sites of knowledge acquisition and considers how they might be adopted and 
explored (Kennedy, 2005). The nine models of CPD are: training, award-bearing, deficit, 
cascade, standards-based, coaching/mentoring, community of practice, action research, and 
transformative; these models enable the author to critique participants’ CPD in a TEL 
context.  Kennedy’s (2005) spectrum of CPD models and purpose of models are shown 
below in figure 1.  
 
Figure 1: Kennedy’s (2005) spectrum of CPD Models.  
As teachers move from transmission through to transitional and to transformative CPD, 
there is increasing capacity for teacher autonomy (Kennedy, 2005). 
The training model is a popular model of CPD (Little, 1994) that provides teachers with the 
opportunity to update their skills with training from an expert. The expert is the individual 
who delivers the training, whilst the teacher plays a passive role in the session. Most of this 
training takes place away from a teacher’s school, either at another school within a local 
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come together to take part in basic iPad training by an IT expert. Day (1999) argues that this 
model of CPD often lacks a connection to the classroom context, thus can be deemed as a 
failure of these training events. However, this model does support a high degree of quality 
assurance, where training needs are narrowed and whereby standardization of training is 
met. At times, agreeing on a particular skill and agreeing a standard to be achieved often 
overshadows teachers’ own development needs. However, in the U.K., there is a notion that 
standardization of training equates to improvements in teaching and learning (as in Ofsted). 
In this sense, the training model provides an effective way for stakeholders to control the 
digital agenda by limiting the teachers to passive roles. Despite these criticisms, the training 
model is thought of as an effective means of introducing new knowledge (Kennedy, 2014). 
A good example of this is relates to training for designated safeguarding officers at a school.  
The award-bearing model of CPD emphasizes the completion of an award, usually 
validated by a university. Similarly to the training model, this can be viewed as a mark of 
quality assurance (Kennedy, 2005). An example of this would be teacher training in the U.K. 
and attaining Qualified Teacher Status (QTS). While it can be argued that gaining this 
qualification through the various routes into teaching provides a necessary amount of 
standardized experiences for those working towards becoming a teacher, researchers have 
suggested the support on these courses are often perceived as academic, rather than 
practical (Solomon & Tresman, 1999). Thus, there is pressure for award-bearing courses to 
focus on classroom practice. Additionally, there is extensive scrutiny over what the term 
‘qualified teacher status’ actually means (Henderson, 2002; Kennedy, 2005). It is thought 
that as digital technologies enter the classroom, the term would evolve and that pedagogical 
uses of these technologies should be integrated into the professional courses. However, 
generally professional qualifications, such as QTS and a Postgraduate Certificate in 
Education (PGCE) are perceived as equating to effective teaching and learning practices 
(Kennedy, 2005).    
The deficit model is PD that has been designed specifically to address an aspect of a teacher’s 
performance, such as their ability using technology. In the 21st century, this is a common 
deficit in practice due to the uncertainty over its purpose in the classroom (Kennedy, 2014). 
In other words, expectations for competent practice in TEL is not always clear. The deficit 
model relies on performance management to evaluate an individual’s performance and 
identify their weaknesses. Rhodes & Beneicke (2002) argue that performance management 
can raise the standards of teaching to a ‘greater efficiency, effectiveness and accountability’. 
Although, primarily used to address an individual weakness, there are times when poor 
teaching can be attributed to organizational and management practices. It would be unfair 
to criticize a teacher’s differentiation on iPads when key software/apps have not been 
purchased/successfully implemented across the school.  
The cascade model involves teachers attending training and then disseminating the 
information to their colleagues (Kennedy, 2005). This is a popular method of training in 
situations where resources are limited. For example, in a primary setting, the ICT subject 
specialist would attend a subject specific training day then deliver a presentation on new 
tablet strategies to other members of staff. Day (1999) argues that this model does not give 
‘consideration to the principles of participation, collaboration and ownership which had 
characterized their own learning’ (see Trowler, 2008). Other educationalists have discussed 
the drawbacks to the cascade model, in particular the cascading process which is generally 
knowledge focused rather than values focused (Solomon & Tresman, 1999; Day, 1999); this 
is often referred to as a techniques view of teaching (Eraut, 1994 as cited in Kennedy, 2005).    
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Rather than viewing teaching as complex notion, the standards-based model represents a 
desire to ‘create a system of teaching that can validate connections between teacher 
effectiveness and student learning’ (Beyer, 2002, p.243). For example, a teacher must be able 
to provide evidence that they are capable of planning a lesson and teaching a lesson 
individually (TS 4). Meeting a ‘standard’ focuses on the competence of individual teachers 
at the expense of collaborative learning. In this case, it may be beneficial for departments to 
plan and share resources together. Smyth (1991) argues that inspection and accountability 
of such standards indicate a lack of respect for teachers’ own capacity to be reflective and 
critical. Beyer (2002) claims that teacher education must be infused with social purposes, 
future possibilities, economic realities and moral directions, rather than a standards-based 
model. Despite the literature often being critical of this model, standards-based CPD does 
result in participation that allows teachers to engage with it (Kirk et al., 2003). Furthermore, 
standards-based CPD does provide a common language, making it easier for teachers to 
engage in professional practice dialogue (Kennedy, 2005).    
Coaching and mentoring heavily involves elements of counselling and professional 
friendship (Rhodes & Beneicke, 2002), hence the coaching/mentoring model emphasizes 
the importance of the one to one relationship between two teachers (Kennedy, 2005). This 
model suggests that coaching and mentoring is where one teacher is a ‘novice’ in a particular 
skill area, and the other is an ‘expert’.  The premise of this model is that CPD can take place 
in the school context and is enhanced by social dialogue. For example, a trainee teacher 
would have support from a mentor, who would coach and assess them against the teaching 
standards. A criticism of this model is that it is hierarchical, and those being mentored may 
not be able to discuss their beliefs and cultural in relation to teaching. Rogers-Dillon (2005) 
argues that peer coaching, where colleagues work together to reflect, refine and build new 
skills is more supportive. Using the previous example, it would be a group of trainee 
teachers who would reflect together, and coach each other.  
However, assessing an individual follows a hierarchical philosophy and this presents 
problems for Rogers-Dillon (2005) proposal. In other words, for this model to be successful, 
individuals must be able to communicate well to convey messages about social and cultural 
norms of teaching. 
Although, the coaching/mentoring model and the community of practice model share 
similarities in the form of being supportive, the main difference is that the latter involves 
more than two participants (Kennedy, 2005). The other major difference is that it does not 
follow a hierarchical model. Wenger (1998) argues that all participants are members of one 
community that includes mutual engagement, developing repertoires, and understanding 
enterprise. Thus, central to the community of practice model is that learning within a 
community is a result of interactions within the community and not planned 
training/courses (Kennedy, 2005). For example, students connect with each other using 
platforms such as WhatsApp and Facebook groups, and this form of interaction can deliver 
unplanned provision and consolidate learning. Boreham (2000) suggests learning through 
communities can be an increasingly powerful site for the creation of new knowledge than 
existing models.   
The action research model is based on participants acting as researchers with a view of 
improving a situation (Day, 1999). Researchers argue that it has greater impact on practice 
when the context is relevant (Weiner, 2002; Kennedy, 2005; Williams, 2018). For example, a 
teacher is able to ask further critical questions of their own practice, in other words, their 
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use of TEL in the classroom, if they are involved in collecting the data to propose new iPads 
for their school. Williams (2018) suggest that the action research model encourages teachers 
to view research as a process, rather than a product of another researcher. Moreover, this 
model shifts the balance of power towards teachers by successfully completing research 
activities. However, Sachs (2003) argues that the extend teachers can effectively critique 
themselves is determined by the parameters around their practice. Despite this, the action 
research model has ‘significant capacity for professional autonomy’ (Kennedy, 2005, p.246).   
Finally, the transformative model involves a number of practices and conditions that have 
already been mentioned, and that support a transformative agenda (Kennedy, 2005; 
Kennedy, 2014). In other words, this model is not clearly defined by a model like the others, 
but more of a notion that CPD is a means of supporting educational change (Kennedy, 2005), 
thus, is effective integration of the previous eight models. Williams (2018) argues that the 
transformative model provides a sense of awareness of issues of power, more specifically at 
the agenda being pushed through CPD.  However, there are tensions with the realization of 
conflicting agendas and philosophies.  
It can be argued that some of the terminology used in Kennedy (2005)  is outdated, for 
example the communities of practice model is commonly referred to as ‘learning 
communities’, and this reflects an emphasis on learning rather than practice. Although, the 
extent of the categories’ purpose is still appropriate (Kennedy, 2014). The models have been 
designed to help analyze patterns and trends in CPD, rather than a particular model being 
the sole purpose of CPD (Kennedy, 2014).   
CPD IN TEL 
There is a wide consensus that technology can improve the teaching and learning in schools 
and other educational institutes (Selwyn, 2016;  Gao et al., 2017; Fox, 2013; Campbell, 2015; 
Landson et al., 2015; Junco et al., 2012), and in the U.K., this has led to commitment in 
supporting technology being used in the classroom (Conservative Party Manifesto, 2017). 
However, there are questions that challenge if teachers are prepared to effectively use 
technology in their classroom (Polly & Brantley-Dias, 2009). Even more so, there is no 
reference to the word ‘technology’ in the Teachers’ standards.  
Prensky’s (2001) theory around ‘digital natives’ has subsequently been developed into 
discussions around the importance of exposure to technology. However, teachers’ 
technological skills do not always translate into the effective use at a pedagogical level in 
primary and secondary settings (Wang, 2002). Yet, much of the CPD around technology 
tends to focus of improving technological skills, thus is disconnected from ‘methods 
courses’ and how technology can be effectively implemented into the classroom. 
In order for a teacher to successfully implement technology, they must have an 
understanding of how the technology knowledge (TK) works and is related to technology 
with content (CK) (in other words, how does this relate to students’ learning, and 
technology with pedagogies (PK) and how can I teach with this?). The difference between 
TK, CK and PK is discussed in the literature (Williams, 2018; Mishra & Koehler, 2006). The 
technological pedagogical and content knowledge framework (TPACK) helps describe the 
different teachers’ knowledge and skills involved for a successful implementation of 
technology. This is shown below is figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Framework for technological pedagogical and content knowledge (TPACK: 
Koehler & Mishra, 2008) 
Furthermore, individual distinctions in participants ought to be considered when engaging 
in CPD, and this reinforces the complexity of TEL associated with PD (McFarlane & Cartmel, 
2012). The complex factors that include personal, social and professional considerations are 
in direct contrast with policymakers’ ‘simplistic messages that TEL is representative of 
pedagogical best practice’ (Ingleby et al., 2019).  Firstly, considering personal factors 
addresses the various interpretations of TEL. For example, there are those who have used 
Blackboard as their new VLE, and those who view it merely as an online filing system. Social 
factors allow there to be adjustments made for how individuals associate with TEL, and 
professional factors allow thought for how individuals want students to interact with TEL.   
As teachers become more knowledgeable about the benefits of TEL and comfortable with the 
use of technology in pedagogy, it is predicted that practices with integration of technology will 
improve (Keengwe et al., 2009).  Thus, CPD must attempt to provide opportunities that will 
impact teachers’ beliefs in technology. For example, Ertmer (2005) proposes that teachers must 
have first-hand experience with technology, where they can observe successful implementation 
from another teacher or educational professional. This would allow teachers to follow a ‘gold 
standard’ of practice which is more productive than admiring the technology out of context 
(Koehler & Mishra, 2008). Keengwe et al. (2009) highlights six objectives CPD providers ought 
to include in their training, as shown below in table 1.  
Table 1: CPD in TEL objectives 
CPD in TEL objectives  
Learning how to use different technology and tools 
Exploring different approaches to managing technology in the classroom 
Recognising the critical role of technology in teaching and learning 
Understanding how quickly and easily low level assignments can be plagiarised 
Recognising relevant laws and guidelines, such as GDPR and COPPA 
Identifying specific barriers to technology integration and how to overcome them in the 
classroom. 
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Teachers have reported that time out of lesson attending PD workshops that did not directly 
benefit their teaching was wasteful, therefore any training in TEL must help them 
successfully integrate technology into their classroom instruction. Keengwe et al. (2009) 
argues that there are a range of issues that schools are not addressing to successfully 
implement TEL, and proposes five strategies educational institutes can make for technology 
integration, as shown below in table 2. 
Table 2: Strategies for technology integration 
Strategies for technology integration  
School leaders must make technology a requirement through grading 
Technology professional development activities must align with teachers’ time needs 
School leaders should install new technology tools that support new educational software 
Technology integration specialists/ coordinators  
Technical personnel to help teachers with their questions   
Rodriguez & Knuth (2000) argue that for effective integration of technology, the following 
components must be met in CPD: connection to student learning, hands on technology use, 
variety of experiences, curriculum specific applications, and new role for teachers, collegial 
learning, active participation, ongoing process, sufficient time, technical support, adequate 
support, and administrative set up.   
In summary, for effective implementation of TEL teachers must have CK, PK and TK 
(Koehler & Mishra, 2008), and the training required to develop teachers to this point must 
take into account their personal, social and professional variables. In particular, the training 
must consist of ongoing processes, and technical support (Rodriguez & Knuth, 2000).  
CHALLENGES 
A prominent theme across CPD in education is the disconnect between the training that is 
provided, and how meaningful it is when attempting to improve practice (Drago-Severson 
2012). The body of literature that sits around CPD argues that for the most effective 
outcomes, CPD should provide support over a sustained period. However, due to 
constraints that include funding, time, structure and policy, this is not often the case 
(Margolis et al., 2017), and this has fueled a debate around whether it is the school or teacher 
who should take responsibility of CPD (as in Weller, 2009). Nevertheless, the complexity of 
CPD can appear  
The failure to embrace pedagogical strategies that relate to TEL could be explained by 
factors such as infrastructure; for a teacher to successfully incorporate TEL (social media, 
tablets etc.), they would need support from their educational institute. Furthermore, a 
change in policy, team structure or funding priorities may be required from the school to 
facilitate the adoption of TEL. Furthermore, CPD training is commonly viewed as a top 
down process run by school management, and in this way, teachers feel CPD benefits 
management goals rather than the individuals concerned. However, some teachers are now 
becoming increasingly aware that CPD can and should be tailored to their professional 
development needs.  
Furthermore, training on digital technologies has a tendency to focus on the actual 
technology, rather than how the technology can be used in an educational context (Selwyn, 
2016; Mishra & Koehler, 2006). An example of this would be teachers taking part in training 
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on the essentials of Twitter, including key functionalities such as: what is a tweet, how to 
successfully use hashtags, and how to follow an individual. Without being digitally adept, 
teachers would fail to capitalize on the digital tools at their disposable (Mishra & Koehler, 
2006). Although, this type of training is important for developing an understanding of 
Twitter, it requires further pedagogical support and guidance to be successfully 
implemented in the classroom (Selwyn, 2016; Trowler, 2008). 
CONCLUDING 
In summary, CPD in education has always been complex, nevertheless with the development 
of technologies it is increasingly important for training and development to have an awareness 
of what technology can offer teaching and learning. In short, SNS offer educators a platform 
to collaborate with other professionals and be part of conversations around enhancing their 
pedagogical practice. Although, this does require teachers to be digitally competent before 
they can embrace TEL in their CPD. Furthermore, Kennedy’s (2005) transformative model of 
CPD is particularly relevant as part of this thesis when considering processes involved. A key 
theme that arose from this wider study is that CPD in TEL is underdeveloped. Initial findings 
report than just under a third of teachers have received training or instruction on social media 
sites such as YouTube despite 80% using in their professional practice. It is important to note 
that, teachers’ technological skills do not always translate into the effective use at a 
pedagogical level in secondary settings. Yet, much of the CPD around technology tends to 
focus on improving technological skills, thus is disconnected from ‘methods courses’ and how 
technology can be effectively implemented into the classroom.  
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